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While it is generally accepted in the learning and teaching literature that assessment is 
the single biggest influence on how students approach their learning, assessment 
methods within higher education are generally conservative and inflexible. Constrained 
by policy and accreditation requirements and the need for the explicit articulation of 
assessment standards for public accountability purposes, assessment tasks can fail to 
engage students or reflect the tasks students will face in the world of practice. 
Innovative assessment design can simultaneously deliver program objectives and active 
learning through a knowledge transfer process which increases student participation. 
This social constructivist view highlights that acquiring an understanding of assessment 
processes, criteria and standards needs active student participation. 
Within this context, a peer-assessed, weekly, assessment task was introduced in the first 
“serious” accounting subject offered as part of an undergraduate degree.  The positive 
outcomes of this assessment innovation was that student failure rates declined 15%, 
tutorial participation increased fourfold, tutorial engagement increased six-fold and 
there was a 100% approval rating for the retention of the assessment task.  
 
In contributing to the core conference theme of “seismic” shifts within higher education, 
in stark contrast to the positive student response, staff-related issues of assessment 
conservatism and the necessity of meeting increasing research commitments, threatened 
the assessment task’s survival.  These opposing forces to change have the potential to 
weaken the ability of higher education assessment arrangements to adequately serve 
either a new generation of students or the sector's community stakeholders. 
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Introduction and Background 
Amidst increased calls for public accountability in the Higher Education sector at the global 
level (UNESCO & the International Institute for Educational Planning 2006; Lederman 2010) 
and the current move by the OECD to rank universities globally based on the quality of their 
teaching and learning outcomes, universities have prioritised the need for increased 
transparency in assessment practices (Lucas and Webster, 1998; Ecclestone, 2001; Mansell, 
James & The Assessment Reform Group 2009). The precise explicit systems and procedures 
articulated within this accountability agenda have, however,  seriously neglected the quality 
of student learning outcomes and have failed to engage students with the result that current 
assessment practice has been evaluated as seriously deficient (Angelo 1996; Biggs 1999; 
Race 2003; Rust, O’Donovan & Price 2004; Willey & Gardner 2010; Bryant & Zhang 2010).  
 
At the heart of these failed outcomes are the tensions inherent in the Australian higher 
education, institutional environment (Centre for the Study of Higher Education 2002; 
Australian Government 2008). Institutions and their teaching staff face numerous challenges 
such as: financial restrictions, increasing student numbers, the resulting fragmentation of 
academic programmes across flexible learning options, team teaching strategies and off 
campus marking loads by sessional staff and the constant pressure on academics to finalise 
doctorates and submit research articles. Caught in the middle of these national and global 
priorities and charged with the responsibility to resolve these tensions within their own 
subjects, are a range of disciplined-based co-ordinators who have little or no educational 
qualifications. Thus, any guidance in terms of improving teaching and learning outcomes 
must be gleaned from reading non-familiar research literature (such as was the case for this 
case study) within short time frames to ensure minimal impact on their key disciplined-based 
research and publication agendas. 
 
Study Motivation and Purpose of Results Dissemination 
 
Within a global, educational context of a call by concerned experts on assessment in higher 
education for a Manifesto for Change (Western Manor Group), the creation of a peer-reviewed 
assessment task in AYB200 was based on the acknowledgment that assessment is the single 
biggest influence on how students approach their learning (Smith, Cooper & Lancaster 2002). 
Student engagement in assessment tasks however only occurs when "students make a 
psychological investment in learning. They try hard to learn what school offers. They take 
pride not simply in earning the formal indicators of success (grades), but in understanding the 
material and incorporating or internalizing it in their lives (Newman 1992: 2-3)." The primary 
objective of peer assessment then is to foster engagement through a peer review process 
which “...helps students help each other plan their learning, identify their strengths and 
weaknesses, target areas for remedial action, and develop...other personal and professional 
skills. Peer feedback is available in greater volume and with greater immediacy than 
[instructor] feedback (Topping 2009: 20).” Thus, peer assessment provides an opportunity to 
improve the speed and quality of progressive feedback on assessment tasks and to increase 
student participation. By increasing students’ desire to learn, the peer review process has 
been demonstrated to lead to more confident, independent and reflective learners who obtain 
a deeper understanding of the required learning (Rust, Price & Donovan 2003; Nulty 2008; 
Drew, Riley & Walta 2009: 642). 
 
While the key objective of the reformulated assessment task was to benefit students by 
increasing their desire to learn, it was also expected that accounting educators would develop 
new skills as mediators and moderators in the process of assisting students to take ownership 
of their own learning. QUT was also expected to benefit through the development of an 
assessment task which is constructively aligned with desired learning outcomes within a 
context of minimal resource requirements. The accounting profession was also considered to 
be a beneficiary with post-peer-reviewed assessment task students entering the profession 
with increased technical accounting skills and non-technical skills in communication, 
teamwork, problem-solving and self-management. Dissemination of the results of this project 
to the broader community of accounting educators was also anticipated with the creation then 
of an opportunity for increased dialogue related to new and, potentially, more relevant modes 
of student assessment. 
 
The primary purpose of disseminating the results of this Semester One, 2010, peer-reviewed 
assessment task process is to identify the assessment objectives that were actually achieved 
and the ‘winning” stakeholders. In addition, the issues that arose which limited the attainment 
of the desired outcomes are identified. Of primary importance, is to give a voice to both the 
students and staff who are caught “in the front lines of a rapidly diversifying higher education 
workforce” as highlighted within the HERDSA 2011 Conference theme. This case study 
highlights how these tensions are currently being played out within the context of the 
different journeys and experiences of the participating tutors and students. Underlying these 
stories are the experiences of the subject co-ordinator (the author) who sought to transform 
negative student and staff experiences within an under graduate accounting subject using the 
key principles of social constructivism.  
 
Methodology 
 
The introduction of the peer-reviewed assessment task in AYB200 in Semester One, 2010 
was achieved through a three-staged process: preparation/development, implementation and 
evaluation. During the preparation stage, preliminary meetings were held with the 
involvement of all AYB200 staff and the Head of School to determine the support for a 
remodeling of the assessment task. The key issues of concern in AYB 200 related to the low 
participation and attendance numbers and the high failure rates associated with the 
predominantly exam based assessment tasks. Once approved, further staff discussions were 
held in order to establish the necessary practical steps which would be required for the peer 
review process. The basis of the peer review task was set as a three week, continuous cycle 
of: lecture content – week one; a tutorial on the lecture material – week two; and, in week 
three, the in-class, peer-review marking of the assessment task related to the week one lecture 
content. Prior to the in-class, student-based marking process, the tutors and the students 
worked through both the solutions for the assessment task and the marking criteria to 
minimise marking discrepancies and uncertainties. 
 
Within the implementation stage, practical cases, solutions and marking criteria were 
developed by the AYB200 staff for use by the student markers. Feedback from both 
participating students and the tutors during the initial implementation phase, led to a 
remodelling of the peer review process in the form of the introduction of an answer template 
as highlighted in Appendix Three. This modification reduced the number of student 
formatting differences faced by peer markers. 
The final student evaluation stage of the peer-review assessment process involved three 
different phases of confidential data collection in the form of:   
1) the qualitative results provided by students in the formal university-wide, pre-exam 
LEX surveys for Semester One, 2010 for AYB200; 
 
2) an on-line confidential survey released to post-exam AYB200 students via the 
Blackboard system at QUT; and  
 
3) a post-exam, in-class survey conducted by a staff member in Company Accounting in 
Semester Two, 2010.   
 
Of a student cohort of approximately 350 students, one hundred and fifty-nine students 
completed surveys, providing four hundred and seventy comments related to the peer-review 
assessment process. These results included one hundred and four students who provided three 
hundred and fifty-three positive responses supporting the peer review task, while 55 students 
provided negative views in 117 comments. However, given the confidential nature of all 
three survey processes, it is possible that some students participated in all three surveys or 
various combinations of them. Thus, it is not possible to determine an accurate response rate. 
The survey responses were recorded by the unit co-ordinator on a strictly numerical basis, 
that is, student comments supporting the peer-review process were easily identified and 
numerically added. Figures Four, Six and Seven summarise the results of this analysis. This 
process was also adopted for any negative comments as highlighted in Figure Five. 
In terms of staff evaluation, three tutors from AYB200 participated in discussions with the 
Unit Co-ordinator in addition to completing a survey which sought to obtain their views on 
the advantages and disadvantages of their assessment task experiences, both personally and in 
relation to their students. These tutors were responsible for approximately 55% of the 
AYB200 student cohort and their responses are set out in both Appendix One and Two. 
 
AYB200 Case Study Background  
The Dilemma: 
 
Financial Accounting (AYB200) is the first "serious" accounting subject offered in the 
Bachelor of Business Degree at QUT for students majoring in accounting (approx. 1400 
students per year).  Following a 2008 review, three Faculty of Business assessment policies 
restricted AYB200 assessment methods. These restrictions were: no university-based 
attendance requirements; a maximum of three assessment tasks with a minimum of 20% per 
task; and one of the three tasks in AYB200 was required to consist of an Assurance of 
Learning-related, written communication exercise (25%). The remaining AYB200 
assessment tasks were a multiple choice, mid-semester exam (25%) and a final, unseen, 
closed book exam requiring detailed journal entry responses and financial statement 
construction etc. This latter task was designed to replicate as closely as possible the practical 
realities of real world cases within the accounting profession (50%).  
 
With the post-review loss of attached marks and an absence of university imposed 
requirements that tutorial attendance was required as a condition of enrolment in the subject, 
tutorial work was regarded by students as an unimportant step in their learning process. 
Consistent with the literature findings that “…assessment defines what students regard as 
important, how they spend their time and how they come to see themselves as students and 
then as graduates (Brown, Bull & Pendlebury 1997; p. 40)”, the primarily, formal, exams and 
major projects for final grades did not engage the students in any aspect of assessment design. 
That is, the tasks did not:  increase the students desire to learn; provide the students with any 
opportunity for informal learning experiences separated from grade assessment; provide 
regular opportunities for reflection, evaluation and feedback prior to grading; or allow 
students to participate as partners in the assessment process (Rust, Donovan & Price 2005 
Joughin 2009; Rust 2009 ). The subject outcomes were then characterised by: very low 
attendance rates (25-30%/semester); very low engagement rates with the available feedback 
mechanisms in terms of the available tutorial solutions (15%/semester); and consistently high 
failure rates (22-24%/semester). The tutorial staff then found it very difficult to successfully 
teach their classes given the absence of preliminary work by the few students that did attend 
the tutorials.  
 
Thus, as would be predicted given the generally accepted belief in the learning and teaching 
literature that “assessment is at the heart of the student experience” (Brown & Knight, 1994; 
Ramsden, 1992; Gibbs & Simpson, 2004-05), the AYB200 assessment framework actively 
encouraged negative student approaches to learning. Given the absence of any formal 
educational qualifications by the teaching staff within the subject, the failure to constructively 
align learning outcomes with teaching and assessment methods so that they were seamlessly 
and demonstrably interrelated as recommended by Biggs (1999) is hardly surprising. 
 
 
The Remedy: Social Constructivism  
 
The Creation of a Community of Practice 
 
Endeavouring to find a breakthrough remedy within available educational literature and 
experiences, as the Unit Co-ordinator of AYB200 I attended a 2009 assessment-based 
workshop, “Engaging Students with Assessment and Feedback”, delivered at QUT by 
Professor Chris Rust, Oxford Brookes University.  
 
A key concern in AYB200 was that one of the primary learning objectives of both the 
undergraduate degree and the subject was to graduate, practically competent accountants who 
were already familiar with a range of discipline and profession-based issues and cases. Both 
the multiple choice mid-semester exam and the “passive” student role within the tutorial 
assessment processes were not aligned with these objectives.  The social constructivist 
process model of assessment argues that both students and tutors should be actively engaged 
with every stage of the assessment process in order for them to truly understand the 
requirements of the process, and the overall criteria and standards being applied (Rust, 
O’Donovan & Price 2005; Brew, Riley & Walta 2009; Willey & Gardner 2010). Of note is 
that both self assessment and peer marking processes have resulted in a statistically 
significant improvement in the students’ subsequent work (Forbes & Spence, 1991; Hughes, 
1995; Rust, Price & Donovan 2003; Nulty 2008). In addition the research literature highlights 
that active engagement by tutors with the assessment process results in improved 
standardisation outcomes in marking (Saunders & Davis, 1998). 
 
 
Within the educational literature, peer-marking using model answers (Forbes & Spence, 
1991; Hughes, 1995) was found to be particularly effective in improving students’ work and 
in students’ positive perceptions of the value of the activity. The 1996 study by Orsmond, 
Merry & Reiling, reported that not only did students enjoy peer-marking exercises but felt 
they benefited from them by becoming more critical and working in more structured ways. 
These findings “…arguably demonstrate that inviting students into the marking process can 
mean that assessment broadens out from merely the assessment of learning to become an 
effective learning tool in its own right, facilitating assessment for learning (O’Donovan, Price 
& Rust 2005: 13).” In addition, the benefits of peer assessment have been highlighted as 
including the fact that students become more confident, independent and reflective learners, 
and they obtain a deepened understanding of the required learning (Drew, Riley & Walta 
2009: 642). 
 
Explicit and Explicit Forms of Transferring Knowledge 
 
In order to generate an effective community of assessment practice for both staff and 
students, however, the literature also highlights that the criteria needed to “blend” both 
explicit and implicit forms of transferring knowledge as highlighted in Figure 1. On the one 
hand, explicit or conscious knowledge can be expressed clearly and communicated openly in 
ways that are unambiguous for all concerned (i.e. in the form of rules, procedures, manuals, 
or, in the case of accounting, model or pro-forma financial statements and completed journals 
etc.). In contrast, implicit or tacit knowledge is defined as knowledge that cannot be easily 
articulated (O’Donovan, Price & Rust 2004) and is elusive, as in Polanyi’s words “we can 
know more than we can tell” (1998: 136). Thus, and as highlighted by Hussey and Smith, 
“…alleged explicit clarity, precision and objectivity [of written learning outcomes] is largely 
spurious (2002: 232)” as they can only be interpreted correctly if perceived against the 
backdrop of contextual understanding. 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Social Constructivist Assessment Process - An Illustration of a Spectrum of 
Processes Supporting the Transfer or Construction of Assessment Requirements Standards 
and Criteria (O'Donovan, B., Price, M. and Rust, C. 2004). 
Application of Social Constructivism to AYB200 Assessment Task 
In terms of applying the social constructivist model to AYB200, the peer-review assessment 
task had to assist students in moving from a passive to an active form of participation using 
both implicit and explicit forms of transferring knowledge as highlighted in Figure 2.   
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Figure 2: Pre and Post AYB200 Assessment Change - Student Engagement and the Social 
Constructivist Model (O'Donovan, B., Price, M. & Rust, C. 2008).  
 
 
To this end, and as detailed in the earlier discussion on methodology, multiple meetings with 
AYB200 tutors and the Head of School took place in the preliminary phases of introducing 
the peer-marked assessment task. Time was then set aside in each tutorial to allow the 
transfer of explicit and implicit forms of knowledge transfer between staff in the form of: 
written learning objectives, written solutions; the provision of marking exemplars/pro-formas 
and weekly, in-class discussions with students re the solutions and marking schemes prior to 
the in-class, peer-based, marking process. 
 
Thus, in summary, the peer review assessment task process adopted in AYB200 sought to 
reflect the social constructivist view of assessment. Both staff and students were continually 
participating in “two parallel on-going cycles” of assessment knowledge which allowed them 
to “make sense of the assessment world” which is an active, social and embodied process 
(Vygotsky, 1978) as highlighted in Figure Three.  
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Application of Social Constructivist Assessment Process to AYB200  
Assessment Task: Two Parallel Cycles (Rust, C., O'Donovan, B., & Price, M. 2005). 
 
Of great value to students was that these weekly, peer-marked assessment tasks resolved key 
issues in terms of the prior lack of student involvement with the provided tutorial solutions. 
The in-class marking process combined with the preliminary, tutor-led discussion of the task 
solutions and marking scheme: provided the students with a knowledge of the standards; 
forced them to compare those standards to the work of their peers; and to then take any action 
to close the gap between the two by providing feedback for their peers as they progressed 
through the marking process. Thus, active engagement with the feedback process was 
required. The students were also able to work with an “A” grade piece of work in the form of 
the weekly solutions which acted then as benchmark for self-assessment of their own efforts 
in completing the weekly tasks.  With the research literature quite clear that feedback is 
arguably the most important part of the assessment process in its potential to affect future 
learning and student achievement (Hattie, 1987; Black & Wiliam, 1998; Gibbs & Simpson, 
2004-05), this assessment task process considerably improved the quality and usefulness to 
students of the feedback loop. 
 
 
The Evidence:  
 
Pre and Post Final Exam Student Surveys 
 
As highlighted in Figures Four, Six and Seven, from a student perspective, the outcomes of 
the assessment change were significantly successful with: a decline in overall failure rates of 
15% (Figure Seven); an increase in weekly work completion, tutorial attendance and 
engagement rates to approx. 100% (Figures Four and Six); and a 100% and 85% approval 
rating by the AYB200 cohort in post-exam, in-class and on-line confidential surveys 
respectively. 
 
While Figure Five highlights a range of pre-exam issues related to the assessment tasks, such 
as initial implementation issues and increased work levels, these concerns, in the students’ 
view, were significantly outweighed by the benefits obtained. Of critical importance to the 
students, and as highlighted in Figures Four and Six, was the weekly incentive to keep up-to-
date with the work and the receipt of constant support and feedback in terms of their progress 
through the subject.  The students were also able to become familiar with the real-world 
setting out of financial statements and journal entries and to work through exam standard 
questions on a weekly basis. The value of this task to students was also clearly highlighted in 
the results of the post exam on-line and in-class confidential surveys in terms of their support 
for the retention of the peer-marked assessment task with a response of 85% and 100% 
respectively. 
 
From my perspective as the Unit Co-ordinator, the 15% fall in student failure results, as 
highlighted in Figure Seven was particularly pleasing.  Not only did this reduction in failure 
rates allow 150 to 200 more students per year to progress to Company Accounting with a 
better foundation of understanding, it also provided an indication that the social constructivist 
model adopted focusing on student engagement was the appropriate one. With almost a 100% 
participation and attendance rates each week for the 20% peer-marked assessment tasks, there 
was a significant change in student involvement with the preliminary tutorial work given the 
three week repetitive cycle adopted as highlighted in the methodology discussion. This three 
week cycle was also highly regarded by students as highlighted in Figure Four. 
 
 
Figure 2: AYB200 Pre and Post Exam Cohorts - Positive Student Responses 
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Figure 3: AYB200 Pre Exam LEX Cohort - Negative Student Responses 
 
 
Figure 6: AYB200 Post Exam Cohort - On-Line Survey Responses Percentages 
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Figure 7: AYB200 Financial Accounting Final Exam Results - Pre and Post Assessment Task 
 
Sessional Staff Reaction and Overall Positives and Negatives 
 
The sessional tutor evaluation of the peer-assessment task change was also overwhelmingly 
positive as highlighted in the transcripts of three sets of responses as set out in Appendix One 
with only a minor range of “fixable” concerns raised (refer to Appendix Two). The key 
positive features of the assessment task for the sessional tutors were that: 
 
 Students attended the lecture and completed the tutorial work each week which then 
enabled them to successfully complete the assessment task; 
 The weekly, peer-marked task reinforced the students’ learning on a week by week 
basis which allowed concepts to “build”; 
 Tutorial attendance and participation increased with students actively contacting their 
tutors for assistance and asking questions in class; 
 The assessment task pro-formas/exemplars used and the tutor-led explanation of the 
solutions and the marking scheme each week allowed the students to actually see how 
major tasks such as financial statement preparation should be set out; and 
 Students took ownership of their own learning and because they were marking other 
students’ work, they could also see how other students were going and how their work 
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level and understanding compared to that of their peers and to the final level needed 
for exam, and later accounting practice, purposes. 
 
In summary then and as detailed in Appendix One, the three sessional staff that participated 
in the interview process believed that the assessment task requirement meant that “… the 
students achieved a better learning outcome. [In addition] because they were required to 
submit weekly work, they worked harder, learnt more effectively, kept up to date and were 
able to achieve better results.” 
 
Regardless of the overall positive nature of the student and sessional staff reactions, there 
were, however, a range of negative issues as highlighted in Figure Five in the pre-exam LEX, 
university conducted surveys that needed to be addressed. For example, some students, as 
consumers, felt that the tutors should be marking the tasks as they were paid to do. In 
addition, students felt that minor variations cost them marks each week and this issue was 
exasperated by minor differences between the terms and setting out used in the lecture-based 
examples and solutions and those adopted in the assessment task marking schemes. 
 
Thus, the implicit or tacit understandings of similar terms and setting out procedures used by 
staff in preparing the marking schemes had not been transferred through to the students. It 
was also not clear to all students that the tasks, while only worth 20% of the assessment 
marks, were also the fundamental building blocks for the 55% final exam and for future 
accounting subjects and accounting practice. 
 
 
Remedies and Full Time Staff Reactions 
 
In reviewing the processes adopted in the AYB200 assessment task against the ideal 
recommended by the social constructivist model, I realised that a critically important aspect 
of the two parallel cycles of the assessment task process set out in Figure Three had not been 
completed adequately. That is, both the tutors and the students had not been actively involved 
in the initial development of the explicit or implicit criteria used in the assessment tasks as 
actually envisioned with the social constructivist model. Rather, their participation had been 
limited (unintentionally) to a more passive role of listening to the task criteria that I had 
developed as the Unit Co-ordinator. Also of concern was that I had, again unintentionally, not 
provided either the tutors or the students with an opportunity to use the criteria that had been 
developed in any form of practice sessions (Rust, O’Donovan & Price 2005). In addition, I 
had failed to provide either the tutors or the students with examples of research evidence 
which highlighted the effectiveness of peer-marking processes.  
 
These reforms, which were planned for the next offering of AYB200, were, however, not 
introduced with concerns raised by full time staff in relation to the continued relevance of the 
assessment task process. Revealing a level of assessment conservatism in the face of an 
otherwise overwhelmingly successful assessment change, full time staff raised concerns in 
relation to:  
 
 the relative reliability of peer grades compared to staff grades;  
 the "power conflict" arising from a loss of regimentation in tutor-led classes;  
 deficiencies in implementation issues and the potential “cheating” issue with students 
passing on answers between classes; and 
  the additional workload involved with the active participation and engagement of 
almost the total student cohort and the resultant impact on research commitments.  
 
These concerns are consistent with research literature findings on staff perspectives related to 
participative assessment. For example, Laughlin & Simpson (2004: 140) noted that “…many 
staff were uncomfortable with students’ assessing each other’s work. One of the constant 
questions to arise was: Are students able to assess the work of their peers”? Thus, and as 
highlighted by Brew, Riley & Walta (2009: 644), the research literature often alludes to a  
possible power conflict for staff as they found the move from a regimented, tutor-led process 
to using peer-assessment to be very challenging as it no longer relied entirely on their 
knowledge and expertise.  
 
These issues of power conflicts, student marking reliability and implementation issues were 
not however the key matters of concern. Rather, in the eventual attempts to reject this 
assessment task change, the key issue of concern related to the question of the “time lost”. 
That is, working with an almost fully, actively engaged cohort of students conflicted with the 
significant and understandable commitment full time staff had to the research and publication 
requirements of academics seeking promotion. In contrast, the voices of students and 
sessional staff prioritised the constructive alignment of learning outcomes, teaching methods 
and assessment tasks.  
 
Summary and Conclusion 
 
The AYB200 peer-review assessment task was developed on the basis that acquiring 
knowledge and understanding of assessment processes, criteria and standards needed the 
same kind of active engagement and participation as learning about anything else. In turn, the 
social constructivist perspective was adopted in the hope that the assessment dilemmas 
experienced in AYB200 could be transformed through the introduction of a genuinely useful 
community of practice that facilitated assessment knowledge transfer between staff and 
students.  
 
Within this context, the journeys of the AYB200 student cohort and the sessional staff were 
very similar with each group providing overwhelmingly positive responses to the peer-
marked assessment task process. Of critical importance, the overall student and sessional staff 
responses supported the conclusion that the use of peer assessment to provide multiple 
opportunities to practice and receive feedback within professional accounting, real world case 
contexts “...encouraged peer learning, increased engagement and the students’ desire to 
learn” (Willey & Gardner 2010: 441).” The renewed participation of students in assessment 
dialogue and their interaction and self-reflection in terms of what they and their peers have 
learnt, signals that they are engaged in a socially interactive and language dominated context 
(Brew, Riley & Walta 2009: 654).  This actively participating cohort was seen by the 
sessional staff as a critically important factor in their ability to teach the subject content 
efficiently and effectively. Essential learning building blocks were also falling into place 
week-by-week as the assessment tasks were completed by nearly 100% of the student cohort.  
 
In terms then of the key objectives of the reformulated assessment task to benefit students, 
accounting educators, QUT, the accounting profession and the broader community of 
accounting educators, all of these objectives, from the data collected, appear to have been 
met. Regardless of this level of success, however, the project was placed at risk as a result of 
full time staff concerns related primarily to “time lost” away from promotion-based research 
commitments and expectations. While remedies for initial implementation issues were easily 
found within the social constructivist literature with simply implemented reforms such as a 
pre-marking process workshop for both students and tutors, these solutions were never 
viewed as a viable option. Rather what was sought was the total removal of the assessment 
task. Thus, the critical failure in any application of the constructivist model is its total 
dependence upon the “parallel ongoing cycle” of tutor-based co-operation and support as 
highlighted in Figure Three. This teaching based reliance on continued full time staff 
involvement with an actively participating cohort of students placed in jeopardy the research 
objectives of individual staff and the university. 
 
Of greatest concern is that individual staff members, often without any educational 
background, were ever left alone to seek resolutions to these critically important assessment 
outcomes in the first place. The extreme nature of this expectation is bought into stark relief 
given the reality that these staff members are themselves caught within a higher education 
system balancing precariously “on the edge”. That is, universities are currently torn between 
the need for the explicit articulation of assessment standards for public accountability 
purposes, and the moral, professional and equitable obligation to engage students in quality 
learning, teaching and assessment outcomes. In the end, and regardless of the plight of full 
time academics seeking to meet ever increasing research commitments, the voice that must be 
heard is that of the students. Their journey into the world of social constructivism made 
possible by the AYB200 peer-review assessment task process actually resulted in a significant 
improvement in the quality of their learning outcomes. These benefits should be protected. 
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Appendix One: Academic Staff Responses -  AYB 200 Tutors Semester 
One/2010 – Positive Aspects of Assessment Tasks 
  
Tutor One:  Positives 
1: Students were more 
engaged in the subject 
in terms of meeting 
weekly assessment task 
deadlines. In addition 
tutorials were treated in 
a different manner as all 
students wanted 
assistance for their 
assessment task 
commitment in the 
following week.  
2: Student interaction 
levels increased.  As 
students turned up to 
class more often this 
allowed students to 
engage more with other 
accounting students 
which enabled greater 
levels of student 
interaction, discussion 
and knowledge sharing. 
3: Student results overall 
were better.  
Value‐Added 
Characteristics:  
1: Students had a better 
understanding of 
potential exam question 
format and answer 
process.  
2: Peer support 
3:  Improvement  in  time 
management skills 
 
Tutor Two:  
Positives 
1: Gave them a 
template structured 
approach to the 
problem  
2: Gave them 
assessable 
immediate 
feedback regarding 
their 
understanding 
 
 
Tutor Three:  Positives
1. Having the task as part of the 
assessment meant that students 
did their homework each week 
which then enabled them to do 
their assessment task.  This 
reinforced their learning on a 
week by week basis. 
2. Tutorial attendance improved.  
Attending the tutorial each week 
increases their knowledge where 
they can see explained to them 
the detailed workings of 
questions in this unit. 
3. Students kept up to date with 
the work and took ownership in 
their learning.  Because they were 
marking other students work this 
also enabled them to see how 
others were going and see where 
mistakes can be made therefore 
increasing learning. 
4. the drop in failure rate 
indicates that the students 
achieved a better learning 
outcome.  Because they were 
required to submit weekly work 
they worked harder, learnt more 
effectively, kept up to date and 
were able to achieve better 
results. 
 
 
Appendix Two: Academic Staff Interviews AYB 200 Tutors Semester One/2010 
– Negative Aspects of Assessment Tasks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
Tutor Two:  
Negatives: 
 
1: Perhaps did not 
give them enough 
experience of 
structuring their 
answers on their own 
as would be 
necessary in an 
exam.  
 i.e. the template 
approach may have 
denied them 
opportuntiy to 
practice for exam 
and real life 
situations of 
approaching a 
problem on their 
own. 
 
Tutor One:  Negatives: 
1: Opportunities for 
student cheating earlier to 
later classes unless 
questions  
2: Limited time in tutorials 
to answer student 
questions. Marking 
dominated tutorial time – 
partially solved through 
the introduction of 
proformas.   
3: Students failed to mark 
the papers correctly at 
times forcing tutors to 
remark papers.  
 
Tutor Three:  
Negatives: 
 
1. Because answers can 
vary in setting out the 
marking by the 
students was sometimes 
difficult and the 
variation in 
interpreting answers 
between classes/tutors 
was problematic. 
 
 
 
Appendix Three A: Assessment Task Proforma Lecture 9 - Accounting for 
Equity (Extract) 
 
Date Details Dr or Cr Dr Cr 
1/7/08  Dr   
  Cr   
Being granting of share options to executives                    
Workings: 
 
 
 
  
1/9/07  Dr   
  Cr   
Being cash received on application under rights issue  
Workings: 
 
 
  
7/9/07  Dr   
  Cr   
Being amount due from underwriter 
Workings: 
 
 
 
  
7/9/07  Dr   
  Cr   
Being issue of ___ million shares @ $___ per share under rights 
issue 
  
7/9/07  Dr   
  Cr   
Being transfer of cash trust into company bank account 
 
  
     
30/9/07  Dr   
  Cr   
Being receipt from underwriter 
Workings: 
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